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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 18-20 and 30 are presently active in this case. Claims 21-29 and 31-34 are 
withdrawn from consideration. Claims 18, 27, and 30-32 have been presently amended. No 
new matter has been added. 

In the Office Action, Claims 18-20 and 30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Nir et al (U.S. Pat. Appl. Publ. No. 2003/0210104). 

Applicants acknowledge with appreciation the courtesy of Examiner Nguyen to 
interview this case on October 3, 2007 during which time the issues in the outstanding Office 
Action were discussed as substantially summarized hereinafter. 

Regarding the rejection over Nir et al . Claim 18 has been amended to more 
positively recite the elements therein. Claim 1 8 defines an electronic device comprising 
magnetic screening wire having a peak of resonant magnetic losses. The magnetic screening 
wire includes at least one assembly of magnetic filaments and at least one inductive winding 
having at least one segment of metallic wire wound around the at least one assembly of 
magnetic filaments. As noted on the Interview Summary Sheet, these changes overcome 
Nir et al . 

In particular, as discussed during the interview, the wire 6 in Nir et al is disposed 
inside the lossy magnetic material 8, as shown in Nir et al 's Figure 2 reproduced below. 
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Nir et al do not disclose or suggest a segment of metallic wire wound around an 
assembly of magnetic filaments, as defined in Claim 18. 

M.P.E.P. § 2143.03 states that, to establish prima facie obviousness, all claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. With no teaching or suggestion in 
Nir et al for the above noted feature, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 18 (and the claims 
dependent therefrom including the withdrawn claims) patentably define over the art of record 
and should be passed to allowance. 
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Conclusion, in view of the present amendment and in light of the above discussions, 

the outstanding grounds for rejection are believed to have been overcome. The application as 

amended herewith is believed to be in condition for formal allowance. An early and 

favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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